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Abstract \\
The central purpose of policy-relevant \ to provide

information that 1is directly relevan A about the
development, alteration or termination coastal zone management
R : .

ial clients for such
information and the variety of decisiog®\ e to be made, no single
evaluative approach is likely to be 3 for all situations. Five
general approaches are outlined: gic, compliance, process,
goal achievement and impact assessmeq e _choice of a particular
approach depends primarily on the issues £ y policy-makers.

Rstudies  of coastal zone
8se- problems require special

The design and conduct
managements - poses - specia

1. Introduction

After several y and program development, most states are
N 1

implementing thei \%\e management programs.- For both the advocates

and -opponents o ementation phase -means- that-it will no-longer be

necessary to ® gined triumphs and disasters occurring as a consequence

\
of :statewi \\oastal %urce« management programs. The effect. of program
impleme \%Q things as preservation of open space, the cost of coastal
housing, = shore cess or employment - in the construction industry will, in -
theory, at least, be there to identify, measure and evaluate.
Several studies of the implementation of various coastal zone management

programs have already been condur:ted.2 These studies vary with regard to their

purposes, approaches, methods and assumptions. Some of the studies are explicitly
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evaluative in the sense of making statements about the worth or value of various
progra‘ms.3 Others seek to highlight problems in the implementation of CZM
programs or to add to the general theoretical literQre related to policy

N
\

im plementation.#

The purpose of this article is to identify a set

N
% The ce \purp

-relevant" approaches
"policy-relevant"
evaluative research is to provide 1nformat10n\ is directly relevant to making

S &
decisions about the development, alter X @rminaﬁon of coastal zone
.

management programs. Describing som activities as "policy-relevant"

or "decision-oriented" indicates a major resear ose, but it does not otherwise

\major form of applied policy research.

ong evaluators that their findings are not as

6

rogram decisions as they should be.” Many

traditional evaluative studies without compromising the integrity of the research.
The critical design issue is to anticipate the policy context in-which the evaluative
information will be used.- Anticipating-the policy context-involves:responding-to ..

.. 8=
several questions:
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- Who will make policy decisions in regard to coastal zone
management programs?

- What policy decisions need to be made?
- Do policy-makers require evaluative inf %ﬁon to make
these decisions? \\
-- What types of evaluative information do\ 2
- Can this information be provided 1n\ e to ed In the
decision-making process? A :
\
N

Each of these questions is discussed below.

As each state searches for an eyvaluative strategy, it is useful to begin with a

: <
list of the potential clients f \(ions. This emphasis on. clients

W

explicitly recognizes that policy- evaluation is by definition "political.”

The purpose of evaluation is to-res to demands for information; information

N

that will be used to mak ecisicﬁ. The need for evaluative information and

N N
the relevance of par\\r \ \mformation becomes more clear if we focus
N
initially on the ¢ @who wants to know?". By framing the evaluative
enterprise so a re particular clients it is possible to identify those
questions tha@ red--and those that will not.
\
Ther% many ntial "clients" of coastal zone management-programs-of
N

which - i @ed here: Federal program administrators; state program

administrators;™ ram implementors; and elected officials. Federal program
administrators ‘are those with responsibility for overseeing state programs .in the
Office of Coastal Zone Management. State program administrators are agency

personnel -in each state's designated "lead agency."..Program implementors-are
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those state and/or local officials who have the day-to-day responsibility for issuing
permits or allocating resources to meet state program objectives. Elected officials
include all local, state and congressional officials who will have to respond to

demands generated by program implementation. \\

X
There are four basic types of decisio@o be made with regard to the
implementation of coastal zone manager@ p@ ms: a) resource allocation

compliance with CZM goals and objectives; c)

the management program; and d) winate a program or some aspect
of a program § D
L] \

\ .\§

Resource allocation decision e questions about how best to allocate

ng di nt state and local programs to support
N D
lanning and enforce conduct research, issue permits and review
P g , pe
ion is what allocation will be "best" in terms

of supporting coast e management objectives andfor solving management

reviewed by a state or local agency is inconsistent with
N\
Yt a particular coastal resource management objective or
procedural requii‘e ent is being systematically ignored by a state or local agency in
the review of all -permits,- or-that-a state, local or federal planning -endeavor-is—.
inconsistent-with—~CZM~ objectives—and -policies. The type-of-intervention -that is

appropriate—for a state lead agency to take is a separate decision, but the range of
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intervention tactics range from informa! inter-agency or inter-governmental
consultation to judicial action to force compliance.

Program modification decisions, as the term is used here, are those decisions

1

involving changes in the institutional arrangemerits \@rocedures designed to

manage - coastal resourcess- A lthough- such-decisio obviously --affect- the-

jonal problems or

opportunities in implementation having to do%h communication, coordination,

N
efficiency and effectiveness. %\\ \\\\
S
Termination decisions represent t fx%reme type of policy decision.
Such decisions may involve some aspect of a ent program that is clearly

some legal requirement, or is

state program.

Table 1

be of little. policy. utility, when no program

they-are-conducted, are likely to be either broad_and unfocused-to-respond to the
many potential future information demands or too narrowly focused on those

aspects -of~the: program-that - are -easily “quantifiable:~In-the-latter. category are
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measures of program "effort" such as the number of permits processed within a
specif'ied period. Such research efforts are more aptly characterized as public

relations.

Specific

evaluating coastal

projects exceedir;g some designated threshold; b) such "major" projects require the
preparation of .a coastal environmental impact statement or comparable
impact-revealing document; and c) permits may be issued only if the proposed
project will not result in impacts that violate CZM oﬁjéctivés there are several

potential process questions to be addressed. For example, how adequate in practice

s



TABLE 1. POTENTIAL CLIENTS FOR CZM EVALUATION AND EVALUATIVE ISSUES

vode ad

EVALUATION CLIENTS

{

TYPES OF ISSUES

Allocative

Compliance

Program Modification

Termination

Federal Program
uAdministr4t0r§

X O

1 st 1ikel V)

| Are state program

activities consis-
tent with federal
regulations?

What national coastal
problems are inade-
quately or inappro-
priately dealt with
under state programs?

Are there elements in.
state programs that
are inconsistent
with the federal
law or desirable
practices?

State Program
.'Administrators

Which coastal

0 .
management am%r

show the greatest
short-run promise of /
supporting CZM objec-
tivei?
The greatest Tong-term

|

ividual permits
ed in compliance

tat bjec-
A W%

What specific coastal
resource management
problems persist in
spite of CIM? '

What procedural prob«

Are there specific pro=-
gram elements (e.g.,
permits let by a
particular agency)
that violate the
intent of the
program?

Program Imp]Fmentors
: ' ‘{‘ 4‘.

| . Wy,
How should resource be | Are development Z 4622%%2%7 Cég? ‘|Are there aspects of
allocated among per- activities consis- ,/ 1 e the program that
mitting, planning tent with permit in implem are so costly or

and enforcement
activities?

conditions?

time consuming as
to make imple-
mentation very
difficult?

%

Elected Officials

Among the various land
use and environmental
management activities
supported by the
Jjurisdiction which
areas have highest
priority?

Is the implementation
of the law consis=
tent with the intent
of the Congress
(state Tegislature)?

What aspects of the
programs are gener-
ating opposition
from- the public
and/or specific
interest groups?

Are controveries
procedural or

substantive?

Do concerns about
specific program
- elements have merit?
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is the "threshold" for distinguishing major from minor projects? How consistently

was ‘the threshold criterion applied? @ How comprehensive were the

impact-revealing documents? To what extent did permit decisions take into
3

account the potential adverse impacts by applying im \nitigaﬁng conditions or

by denying permits?

Program outcomes, on the other hand, re easurable changes which can

be attributed to the coastal z t program. Program outcome
| \
questions include those related t ac ment of program goals, but they may
N\
also refer to other issues such as act of CZM regulations on development

policy.relevant résarch. by definition, must be done sufficiently in advance of the
policy -decisions to-allow—for -conducting the research and reviewing-the -findings
with: the'-relevant ~clients. In-practice-this is ‘often- difficult ‘either ~because the

clients-do-not-anticipate™ thé-decision points ‘or undefestimate thé time required—for-
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evaluative studies. While timeliness may be regarded by some as just another item
on a checklist of evaluative studies, it is one of the central issues with regard to

most formative evaluation studies such as compliance n&nitoring (see below). In

N

such situations, if the evaluative system is not struc % to guarantee that the
relevant information needed to determine complia , local permits with .
state objectives prior to the final local decision, t‘% is no in having such an

evaluative program. \\\\~

3.  Approaches to the Evaluation of Coa:

roaches to the evaluation of

coastal zone management prograr\ Wches are intended as organizing
N
ati e

frameworks for providing the i 1% eded to make the policy decisions
S

e also indicative of the range of ways in

What follows is a discussion of some maj

identified in the previous section.

to date in discussions of coastal zone

~

which are intended to-support the basic objectives of the Act. These activities and
objectives can be-thought of as links in-a means-ends chain:- This means=ends chain

is shown in Figure 1.:
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Five evaluation approaches are described below. Each approach focuses on
one ot more links in the means-ends chain in Figure I. Each of the five approaches

responds differently to several questions about the linkage-\

N
gram activities are
$7

1) What is the objective of this linkage whi

2) Who is the target of these prbgra%%c ivi . at which
groups or individuals are the activit} rected?).
\
3) What is the desired magnitude o@ @beﬁect?
| NS
¥)  How is the objective to be at RN
The five evaluative approaches—-%ﬂn\ c, compliance, process, goal

achievement and impact--are d s The name attached to each

N
approach is somewhat arbitra \n & correspond generally to evaluation
N

terminology. The bounds betwee \apr'oaches are not distinct. Rather, they
represent a first sorting ib’l‘%mhes that recognizes the multiplicity of
S
needs for evaluative @-
N
i any single approach.

\thé coastal zone management program; needs
\
\ gram-Logic-Evaluation -
k

anagement Act (CZMA) authorizes planning grants to:

'%\ elop-stat tal t 12 Th

, evelop—state-coastal zone management -programs.: e-
; \i\% p g progra

\sued- by -the Office of Coastal-Zone-Management, National

Oceanic and Afmos’pheric Administration, are intended-to-provide-guidance -both -

about’ the~ process of program—development--and - the --means—for- assessing  the —
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adequacy of a state's management program for continued participation in the

13

program. ~ The states must, for example, designate a coastal zone subject to the

14 , .. .. v
management program, ° define permissible land and watgg uses within the coastal
\

zone,ls and indicate the means by which the state ses to exercise control
over land and water uses within the coastal zone.16 \

Program logic evaluation refers to acti undertaken by

representatives of the Office of Coastal Zon ement to assess the adequacy
of completed state programs.17 (Linkage i 1). Approved state programs
In contrast to the types of

evaluative described below, program logic ations involve qualitative,

d th
X

ates-inprogram approval, state withdrawal -or-suspension-

Inherent in “the program logic evaluation ‘is an important evaluative

assumption;—namely“that™ "good"~CZM- programs..are those whose structures—and
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planned program activities are consistent with the CZMA and the implementing
regulations. State programs that deviate from federal objectives are, if not "bad,"

at least suspect. \i\\\

oach. At one level, the

Several levels of evaluation are implicit in this

activities? Implemented by whom? At what of specificity? Does it rely
rimarily on mandator lannin; In short, are the means of
P y Y P "\N means
management appropriate given th ate seeks to achieve?

Finally, program logic eval

management personnel a

Judgments are made a@o'
\ :

o/

management--efforts -and- the available management resources, ‘the application of

externalcriteria’ that are valid_in.every state-context is probably- not-possible.
Hence,- such -evaluations—requirea great-deal.-of independent judgment, “detailed- -

knowledge of individual state:conditions and a gfgat deal-of faiths::
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Compliance Evaluation

Most state CZM programs contain some sort of regulatory element in which
state and/or local governmental authorities make plans z@n\ue permits for specific
N\

coastal environments or

which those plans or permit-letting activ \\onsistent with state (and

implicitly with federal) objectives and
program \goals and objectives as "givens." '

used here, can be done for the purpgse of determining situations in which the state

N

: ~:-§.~.~- purposes or for both.
S .
o formal appeals mechanism that makes

20

possible state review of locally-isst\ permits.”" Other states, Hawaii is an

" -

N

participate in court suits that allege

authority with coastal zone management

most basic issueX e definition of compliance. How are regulatory activities in
compliance to be distinguished from non-complying activities?- A second-issue is

the-scope of the compliance evaluation system: Which regulatory activities will be
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reviewed and which will not? Third, a system for generating and transmitting
information that can be used as a basis for compliance decisions has to be

developed.

N

Compliance evaluations for diagnostic purpose w the lead agency to

identify particular uses that are inadequately re vironments that are .

N

under-managed, procedural problems (e.g., proces \delay egulatory devices,

X

such as the application of conditions to pe \. t\hat are being used to good

N

n%\n ht successfully be applied by
X

diagnostic purposes offer an

7

advantage by a particular agency or autho

other agencies. Compliance evaluatioy

information base for seeking legislative am nts, additional training for

hose agencies and groups whose behavior
nsure program success:

ifi n of.-the manmagement- contexts -which “contribute to=-
Nuccess ot failures

The major policy purpose of -process evaluation is specific program diagnosis,

development and improvement,~but such process-evaluations: can also contribute to.
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our general understanding of the conditions and techniques that make for successful
(and unsuccessful) coastal zone management programs.

If coastal zone management programs are to make,a difference in the way

W

coastal resources are managed, necessary requirements %\ha‘c difference are: 1)

that agencies responsible for the implementation o omply with the law:
g ' P \f\ ply
and 2) that public and private agencies and individ%who coastal resource
use activities comply with the law. Such con@nce is not a sufficient condition
NN
for improved coastal resource manageme e\ﬁlc of the program may be
N §\

faulty--but it is a necessary condition if oastal resource management is

to be attributed to the CZM program. Hence, iance is the major program

ter-organizational communication, the

means of detecting non- { he positive and negative sanctions “for

In the literatu the degree to which organizational change is
required and the de ensus among superordinates and subordinates have
been identiﬁec\ iables affecting the rate of compliance. These

N | .
factors mig "management climate" for implementing coastal zone

understanding -and>consensus - among state and -local authorities -charged - with -
implementation about--the purposes_of the. management program —and—program—-
management activities involve a=-minimum=or-organizational-change, i.e., they

occur through-existing agency-structures. -
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Inter-organizational communication is a second important variable likely to
contribute to variations in the rate of compliance. Effective implementation
requires that program policies and objectives be undewod by those who are

N

note, "the prospects of

charged with implementation. As Van Meter and Van

which standards and .

that allow for no administrative discretion

impossible to write decision guide\ e every possible decision-making
N

situation, -attempts at such speci m dermine the general consensus about

plementation. Since it is

the purposes of coastal zone increase the alienation of

based on calculatio e costs and benefits of complying, although the
calculation pr y not be conscious and deliberate. Etzioni has

identified. anctions for insuring compliance: . normative, coercive

involve the public identification of particular agencies or local authorities as "not

doing a good -job—in_implementing the program.- Coercive sanctions involve the
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application or threat of application of punitive sanctions such as the withdrawal of
funds ‘or overruling a permit decision. In the context of state CZM programs,
however, most sanctions are likely to be remunerative: r&king available funds and

N

technical resources for program implementation (albei \h the coercive sanction

of fund withdrawal apparent in the wings). \ .
The rate of private compliance is a functi% the actors that shape

among landowners and developers abouty eral appropriateness of those

W

objectives, the probability of detection of mpliance and the costs of

non-compliance.

mplementing -agencies - to detect instances - of

formal mechanisms for insuring private compliance? What.agency -or.agencies are-

responsible “for detecting non-compliance? What proportion of their efforts are -
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directed at detecting non-compliance? How adequate are the resources devoted to
detecting non-compliance?

A second major evaluative issue has to do with th*\&dationship of sanctions

L

and the propensity to comply with CZM objectives. ere fines for violations

of CZM objectives? How severe are they? Are th% alties? How is the
N

process to impose sanctions activated? Is the%‘ocess only to certain

agencies? Is the process open to parties @ c%show some direct damage
- Sodo
resulting from an instance of non-complianc ° %ﬁcizens?

N

The answers to these questions w dentify those mechanisms that

enhance private compliance with CZM objectives.

Contextual factors affectil&\% public and private compliance

include such things as the d @opular support for public resource

7.

management efforts, the degree to

coastal resource loss or degradation is

&eat of public exposure for violating the

¥

anagement program.

"‘-\\ S '»t)he'purpose of evaluation is to measure the effects of a
program "- Foals it sets out to accomplish...."zy' Wholey et al. argue that
evaluation "asse;ses:-ihe—effectiveness bf—»an-on—going,progcam in_achieving _its
objec:’tiv.es....'.'z.‘8 |

This - emphasis ~on - official . program goals- as a way of organizing and

understanding -program -activities- has been-criticized byfsome.z‘g"Th’e‘-ba'sisﬂof— -this -
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criticism is that organizations are adaptive organisms and that "official" goals may
bear little relationship to the unofficial goals around which program activities are
organized.

Hence, an initial issue which confronts those

would conduct policy

relevant research organized around the goals achie\ roach is determining -
N
the extent to which "official goals" should be th%s'
3
The achievement of "unofficial" goals or goals % are\ofﬁcially less central to the
N D
organization may be much more relevant to @o@naker.

A second issue that is particularly g& the evaluation of coastal zone

management programs is that most programs ha Itiple goals. Typically, some

2) & assistance of clients, how program success is
def s-of which goals);
3) actions and allocative decisions .as a way of
R which -goals ® are -emphasized - in--actual - program-—
Clients-mayJdgel they know -whether some ;program-goals are being achieved.

- They may want the sort of documentation that evaluation can provide even though

such-information provides them with "nothing new."_They may, on-the other-hand,...
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prefer that the achievement of some policy goal not be assessed either because
they fear that they will "look bad" or because they feel that limited evaluative
resource can be more effectively used in answering other a\stions.

Clients sometimes argue that evaluations are ! \evant" to policy needs

because the evaluation didn't take into account t 's "real objectives."

construct goal achievement evaluations around

goals. \\\\\\\\\\\\

Finally, one evaluative str is Q@ de-emphasize explicit policy or goal
3

or policy preferences that are revealed

associated with the implementation of coastal zone management programs (linkage

G). Such studies are based on the premise that even if state programs are judged
"successful" (or unsuccessful) in terms of their goals, there are other evaluative

criteria which should be used in making judgments about the program.
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. The identification and measurement of "impacts" of coastal zone
management programs is a problematic endeavor. There are, to begin with, basic

problems of definition, What, for example, is an im%’? Strict usage would

suggest that an impact is a demonstrable behavioral itudinal response which
can be linked to some aspect of a coastal zone X owever, as Dolbeare
notes, \\\\

| S

N
...policies have distinguishable stages @ " extending from the
immediate effects upon primary'obj t ever-widening circles
of second- and third-order conseq s, h broader consequences

Sh4RS
can be intended or unintended, indirect, behavioral or
attitudinal, short- or long-term, med R unmediated, convergent
with other policies or at odds with them.?

- \\\'%‘
Hence, an analysis of the impact management program must begin
S\\\\\\

with the recognitidn that there \%ol}y satisfactory way of bounding the

analysis so that some potential impac eliminated from scrutiny.

he id&tiﬁcation of coastal zone program impacts

X

one management programs are but one of

denial of a specific industrial -use permit on the quality of water-in a specific

estuary, -but-it -is much more -intellectually-difficult to generatize~ about the
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relationship between the quality of coastal waters and the rate of approval or

denial of coastal resource use permits,

A third problem relates to the evaluation of l%acts. Once identified

7

N
program impacts must still be put into some valu \%amework. The rate of

approval for dredge and fill permits, for examp

%\\Toa

f meaningless in an

evaluative sense. Is a 90% rate of approval "b that question an
. : D

evaluative standard is needed. Such a standa@ay\b\e comparative (e.g., the rate

NI
of approval prior to program implementat@m @pared to that after program

N
- implementation) or it may be based on<R re or less arbitrary standard of
"success" arrived at by consensus or fiat. r, without an explicit value

framework meaningful evaluation, } it is used here, is impossible.
X
There are many broad impa ues\ have been raised in regard to coastal

zone management. Questions rela

raised.-—3-2 -Among-these: related to the impact of CZM programs
generally, and the impact of CZM on the

Legal impact issues are also receiving

particular '-aspec'.t. of -state _programs. Each approach represents the "what" of

evaluation -of CZM -programs.~ Research design; -in- contrast,-_involve on_'how".

questions-related -to . the -organization—and -conduct—of -evaluation studies. - This - -
section=focuses_on=some-of:the :major—issues—in. the design- of evaluative.studies,

......

including.-the:.development. -of ‘évaluative criteria, the

-__'____a_ﬁ—.- - e am Em -. - s . -A-.-‘- -

indicaters, the development of evaluative standards and data collection.

-

—
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Evaluative Criteria

Explicit in each of the five evaluative approaches discussed in the previous

section are general criteria for evaluation. Developing %\earch design requires
\

t for assessing program

specification of precisély what criteria are most r

scrutiny? Which

M programs? The
. . o N\

compliance of which agencies with progran%h;e@es will be most useful for

gauging program effectiveness?

The choice of evaluative criteria in vant research is ultimately a

ia may be related to pending

=N
policy decisions, to public conC§ \\about the effectiveness of some

question of whose criteria are to be chosen. Crit

olic\i§

in Hawaii's coastal zone program is to
"minimize destructio% of coastal -water ecosystems-by- effective

" regulation of stre @ channelization, and similar land and water uses,

recognizing com edsf'B& "Program-logic" criteria- might involve ‘1)

her agencies charged with "effective regulation" have

determination-of how consistent agency decisions involving-stream diversions-are
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with their own guidelines and with the CZM policy. Process criteria would
emphasize the type of information that is required in making such decisions, the

degree to which technical analysis is incorporated in the ggview process and similar
N

% the number of coastal

equent to program

considerations. Goal achievement criteria would rel

onsiderations, the
population of valued shellfish

a number of potential direct

ecosystems. Such an indicator might be "number of instances of disruption or
degradation of “coastal water ecosystems" due to- stream- diversions— or
channelization.” Assuming : that .- "disruption" - and . "degradation"::  wouldi be

operationalized-in terms .of specific ecological or water quality parameters, is the
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indicator valid andfor reliable? The indicator is reliable to the extent that
qualified technical experts using the same indicators (and definitions) reach the

same conclusions about the extent to which disruption or radation has occurred.

.

Even though the indicator is reliable, however, it or may not be a valid

things, whether the

tudy may be limited. Hence,

assuming prior- agreement with- n@rs“-about what -indicators will be used
N .
. . . . 37
and what they mean is a necessary uisite to policy-relevant research.”” The

are in « piagee @staté-—CZM—bbjédivesfor-poiicies::doesihat- constitute—
- \ > -
\

"success”" i TR that -criterion? If not, what-ievel-of--compliance. would:

indicate success?

In the ideal evaluative situation, "stccess™-is a comparat'weﬂconcept.zg"‘F or -

example, a new. cream for the treatment 6f dche . can be evaludatéd by comparing
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the incidence of acne among three experimentally selected groups of at-risk
individuals. One group is treated with the new treatment, another receives a

cream with no known medical benefits and a third grog&gets no treatment. If

2

experimental conditions are carefully maintained, the parative success of the

: D .
the evaluation of coastal zone management ar& Under these circumstances
N &
evaluators have several alternatives. The @:\ N
y \\

1) provide time series analysisy
make possible comparisons of C
subsequent to program implement

for other potential interyening v
: N
ior to the collection of data

2) ©  set arbitrary standa
(e.g., ninety percent

\ viewed as a separate problem. In practice, most

with an eye toward data availability. Indicators are

evaluation, requie’ data on a regular, on-going basis. Hence, some routine

monitoring system is implied. The primary source for such data is likely to_be.the
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very people whose behavior is being evaluated--people such as permit officers.
This raises data reliability problems, but perhaps more difficult are the sheer
physical problems associated with gathering, transmitti% storing and managing
| \ _
large data sets. One option, of course, is to develop a liance questionnaire for

each permit. Such an instrument greatly facilitat\\ ility although it may
N

generate great resistance because of the additio



Policy Relevant Assessment of Coastal Zone Management Programs

-27-

Footnotes

1. As of July I, 1979, thirteen states have approved man\:&ement programs.

2.

Robert G. Healy, John S. Banta, John R. Clar
Protecting the Golden Shore (Washington
‘\« Books, 1977):

Foundation, 1978); Robert B. Ditton, John L. S&

Coastal Resources Management (Lexington, \

Joseph M. Heikoff, Coastal Resources M3 agem X Institutions and

Programs (Ann Arbor, Mich.: Ann Arbor %ﬁce. 1977): M elving B. Mogulof,

Saving -the Coast (Lexington, Mass.: % ington Books, 1975); Maureen

McCrea and James H. Feldmann, "I@ sment of Washington State
a %’n

Shoreline Management," 3 Coastal Zo ng ent Journal 2, 1977, at 119;
Paul Sabatier, "State Review of Lqg RUse Decisions: The California

- California®NSg Berkeley: Institute of
Governmental Studies, 1975); Daniel A. M¥g®anian and Paul A. Sabatier,
"Policy Evaluation and Legislative Reformufation: the California Coastal
Commissions, A paper deliveredan\{itwnual Meeting of the American

3 8- Warren, Louis Wechsler and Mark
gX’tion in the Development of Coastal
Land Use Policies: A Case ¥ a Metropolitan Area," 3 Coastal -Zone
Management Journal 4, 1977, a S See also, Ernie Englander, Jim Feldman
and Marc Hershman, "Coastal X9pg Problems: A Basis for Evaluation" 3
Coastal-Zone M anagestihJournahN1977 at 217.

William J. Duddleson,
The Conservation

3 \‘\‘\\ Gerald S. Swanson,

R

S. Rosentraub, "Local-Reg

[ ce" is defined by Lynn as "an attribute of a broad -
the accumulated-efforts of researchers are leading -

E¥Waluation Studies Review Annual, Volume 3, edited by Thomas
Cook (Beverly Hills:: Sage, 1978); Carol H. Weiss, Evaluation Research
(Englewood - . Cliffs, = N.J.: . Prentice- Hally—. 1972).-- Michael Patton,
Utilization-Focused Evaluation-(Béverly-Hills::-Sage, 1978).

~ Patton, op. cits-and Weiss; op: citsi.. .
;'- Patton,__o E-':Cito:. :“



—

Policy Relevant Assessment of Coastal Zone M anagement Programs

9.

10.

11,
12.
13.
14,
15.
16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

2l.-H

22,

23.

-California

-28-

Suchman argues .hat the term "evaluation" should be used for "the general
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